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RESPONSE TO GOVERNMENT (FEDERAL) COMMENTS (GF) 

Response to Comment Letter GF1 

Comment GF1-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for 
participating in the environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. FEMA’s 
comments were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the 
Final EIR/EIS. FEMA will be notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final 
EIR/EIS is available for review.  

There are no buildings proposed to be constructed as part of this project.  

Comment GF1-2 

The hydrologic and hydraulic analysis presented in Section 3.2.1.3 of the Final EIR/EIS shows 
the proposed project would not cause any rise in base flood elevation levels. A Location 
Hydraulic Study (LHS) (December 2010), Preliminary Drainage Report (November 2011), and 
Floodplain Evaluation Report (December 2010) were prepared for this project. The hydrologic 
and hydraulic analysis provided in these studies is summarized in Section 3.2.1 of the Final 
EIR/EIS.  

Comment GF1-3 

The proposed project is not located within a coastal high hazard area.  

Comment GF1-4 

The proposed project will neither change the Special Flood Hazard Areas, nor have any effect to 
area floodplain considerations. 

Comment GF1-5 

The proposed project is being designed to conform to all local, County, State, and Federal 
floodplain management requirements. 

Response to Comment Letter GF2 

Comment GF2-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for 
participating in the environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. USACE’s 
comments were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the 
Final EIR/EIS. USACE will be notified when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. 
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The peak-hour data presented in the Draft EIR/EIS indicate that I-405 is congested during those 
hours. While the data showing that I-405 is congested presented in the Draft EIR/EIS are 
generally based on peak hours, it should not be concluded that congestion is necessarily limited 
to peak hours. Peak hours by their nature represent the worst conditions and are the focus of 
analytical efforts. The purpose of the project is to reduce congestion whether it occurs during 
peak hours or at other times; there is no need to limit congestion reduction to peak hours. The 
suggested revision to the referenced bullet is not necessary and was not made. 

Comment GF2-2 

Caltrans agrees that there may be some redundancy in the purpose of the project with respect to 
operations. However, enhancing and optimizing operations are both important purposes of the 
project because, as stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, none of the proposed alternatives will eliminate 
congestion on I-405. Therefore, improving operations is doubly important to minimize the 
effects of the remaining congestion. From that perspective, the redundancy emphasizes the 
importance of operations as a project purpose. The suggested revisions to the referenced bullets 
are not necessary and were not made.  

Comment GF2-3 

The existing and forecast conditions under the No Build Alternative indicate that mobility would 
substantially deteriorate (see Table 3.1.6-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS), trip reliability would continue 
to suffer, and throughput would be limited (see Table 3.1.6-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS). These are 
important aspects of the problems in the I-405 corridor against which the proposed alternatives 
should be measured in determining which alternative should be implemented; therefore, 
removing mobility, reliability, and throughput from the purpose of the project would be a 
disservice to identification of an alternative that best addresses the problems in the corridor. 

Comment GF2-4  

As discussed in Section 2.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS, many other alternatives, including those that 
required a much greater ROW footprint, were considered as part of the I-405 Major Investment 
Study (MIS). Caltrans agrees with the comment that minimizing ROW limits the range of 
alternatives. It is not the intent of the objective to unreasonably limit the range of alternatives but 
to respond to the fact of intense pressure from both the public and the jurisdictions along the 
corridor in opposition to swaths of ROW acquisition along either side of I-405 that would require 
full acquisition of rows of homes and/or businesses. This opposition has been made clear 
repeatedly since proposals made during the MIS that would have required full acquisition of as 
many as 343 single-family homes and numerous other properties currently abutting I-405. Any 
project alternative that would include major ROW acquisition would not be reasonable given the 
level of public opposition to those impacts expressed at public meetings and in resolutions 
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adopted by elected bodies, including the OCTA Board of Directors. The suggested revision to 
the referenced bullet is not necessary and was not made. 

Comment GF2-5 

Project compliance with State and Federal regulation and law is a requirement of this and every 
project; however, with respect to local regulations or plans, Caltrans strives to comply with their 
requirements, but because they are developed by the local agencies, it may not always be 
consistent with Caltrans project purposes and objectives. Thus, the referenced text is a 
commitment by Caltrans/OCTA to comply with planning documents that otherwise may not be 
required by State or Federal regulations or laws. The referenced text related to “cost effective 
early project solution” implies only that there is an urgent need that must be completed in a 
reasonable amount of time within a fiscally constrained project budget. For example, as 
discussed in Section 2.2.7, there are many alternatives that cannot be built because they would be 
too expensive. Considering a project budget of more than $1 billion, alternatives that would 
double the cost without doubling or at least substantially increasing the project benefit are not 
reasonable alternatives and have been withdrawn from further consideration, as discussed in 
Section 2.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Comment GF2-6 

It is acknowledged that USACE may use any or all of the suggested revisions within the 
comment letter to formulate the basic and overall project purpose pursuant to Section 404(b)1 
Guidelines; however, based on Caltrans coordination with USACE staff, it is feasible and 
consistent with regulatory guidance to separate project impacts by watershed. Based on the 
results of the Jurisdictional Delineation Report and as discussed in Section 3.3.2 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, all of the project alternatives would result in less than 0.5-acre of impacts within any of 
the affected watersheds, and project impacts would meet the requirements of the Nationwide 
Permit program. Because the project impacts would be eligible for Nationwide Permits, a 
Section 404(b)1 Alternatives Analysis is not required, and a separate project purpose is not 
necessary for the Section 404 permit process.    

Comment GF2-7 

Based on Caltrans coordination with USACE staff, and consistent with the impact analysis on 
Waters of the U.S. discussed in Section 3.2.3.3, which are based on the Jurisdictional 
Assessment, neither a 404(b)1 analysis nor a separate project purpose is required for the Section 
404 permit process. Please see Response to Comment GF2-6.   
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Consistent with FHWA and Caltrans policy and guidance, for the purposes of NEPA 
compliance, the No Build Alternative, as discussed and analyzed within Chapter 3 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, meets the requirements of the No Federal Action Alternative. 

There are no offsite improvements that could yield similar congestion-relief benefits within the 
project corridor. It should be noted that all freeways in Orange County are at or near capacity, 
and Caltrans/OCTA prioritize the projects based on Orange County transportation needs. 

Comment GF2-8 

Measure M2 provides funding for four projects on I-5; however, there are no offsite 
improvements that could yield similar congestion-relief benefits compared to the proposed 
project. Please see Response to Comment GF2-7.  

Response to Comment Letter GF3 

Comment GF3-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance for participating 
in the environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project and acknowledge that the Office 
of Environmental Policy and Compliance has no comments on the Draft EIR/EIS. The Office of 
Environmental Policy and Compliance will be notified when the Final EIR/EIS is available for 
review. 

Response to Comment Letter GF4 

Comment GF4-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for 
participating in the environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. EPA’s comments 
were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final 
EIR/EIS. EPA will be notified when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. 

Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS covers induced growth. Anticipated growth in the region is 
reflected in the forecast traffic demand based on the OCTAM use of forecasts to 2035 of 
population and employment data identified on page 3.1.2-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. On page 3.1.2-
9, the conclusion is stated that “the proposed project would have no substantial potential for 
stimulating the location, rate, timing, or amount of growth locally or regionally.” In part, this is 
because communities within the study area are almost entirely built out or contain few large, 
undeveloped parcels where land development would be encouraged by the additional access 
provided by the proposed project. It is not anticipated that the proposed alternatives would 
induce substantial traffic. 
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The increase in VMT for the build alternatives shown in Table 3.1.6-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS is a 
result of a combination of factors, including redevelopment and infill development within the 
corridor, new development outside the corridor, increasing VMT per person, and reduction in 
diversion away from I-405 due to increased capacity of the alternatives compared to the no-build 
condition. Additional traffic is expected to shift from the arterial system onto I-405 during other 
off-peak hours of the day due to the reduced congestion resulting from the combination of the 
lower demand during off-peak hours and the added capacity provided under the build 
alternatives.  

A comparison of the v/c ratios in Tables 3.1.6-4 and 3.1.6-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS reveals that 
congestion would be worse than the existing condition under any of the future alternatives, 
including the No Build Alternative; however, congestion would be less severe under the build 
alternatives than under the No Build Alternative. Estimated daily operational emissions are 
substantially reduced in both 2020 and 2040 compared to the No Build Alternative, as shown in 
Tables 3.2.6-6 and 3.2.6-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Although congested conditions are anticipated 
to continue to affect I-405 under any of the build alternatives, air quality is anticipated to 
improve under any of the build alternatives.   

Comment GF4-2 

Transportation Systems Management (TSM)/Traffic Demand Management (TDM) are included 
in each of the build alternatives and are identified on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft 
EIR/EIS concludes on page 3.2.6-54 with respect to permanent air quality impacts that “No 
adverse operational impacts were identified, and no operational avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures are required.” It is agreed that additional TDM and/or transit options in the 
project corridor may improve air quality, but they are not required for this project because air 
quality improves under any of the build alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative. 
OCTA provides a planning process to identify such potential TDM and transit improvements on 
a county-wide basis and is anticipated to provide consideration for them as part of that process. 
Transit vehicles will be eligible to use HOV lanes under Alternative 1 and 2 and  Tolled Express 
Facility under Alternative 3 at no cost.  The managed lanes will provide free-flow with little 
congestion; hence this will provide an opportunity/incentive for transit agencies and companies 
to implement future bus services.  

The addition of a managed lane in Alternative 3 is a TDM feature in and of itself.  This 
additional lane provides additional capacity for HOV users (including public transit buses and 
vanpools) within the managed lanes being converted to priced managed lanes (Express Lanes). 
The managed lanes on the State Highway System are used as a sustainable transportation system 
management strategy.  Managed lanes are used to promote carpooling and transit patronage, 
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improve travel time reliability, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and maximize the efficiency of 
a freeway by increasing person and vehicle throughput while reducing congestion and delay. The 
pricing component of the lanes provides the ability to actively manage demand and encourage 
ridesharing and transit.In addition, the FED will be updated to reflect this change.  

Comment GF4-3 

Induced demand was considered in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS; however, it was found 
not to be substantial as explained in Response to Comment GF4-1. TSM/TDM are included in 
each of the build alternatives and are identified on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Comment GF4-4 

Induced demand was considered in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please see Response to 
Comment GF4-1. 

Comment GF4-5 

Induced demand and TDM measures were considered in Sections 3.1.2 and 2.2.1 (page 2-17) of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, respectively. Please see Response to Comments GF4-1 and GF4-2. 

Comment GF4-6 

Induced demand was considered in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please see Response to 
Comment GF4-1. TDM measures were considered in Section 2.2.1 (page 2-17) of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Please see Response to Comment GF4-2.  Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is reduced 
compared to both the existing and future no-build conditions by all of the proposed build 
alternatives, as shown in Tables 3.2.6-13 and 3.2.6-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

Comment GF4-7 

As described on page 2-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the TSM/TDM Alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project (see also Response to Comment GF4-2). Additionally, as 
described in Section 2.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS, multiple LRT and BRT alternatives were 
considered in the previous planning phase, but they were eliminated from further consideration 
and are no longer being considered for the proposed project. The reasons for dropping each of 
the alternatives are provided in Section 2.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Although traffic congestion 
will not be completely eliminated by any of the proposed build alternatives, as shown in Tables 
3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS, congestion, as measured by vehicle 
hours of delay, would be substantially reduced for all of the build alternatives, as shown in Table 
3.1.6-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Comment GF4-8 

Additional HOV and bus-only lanes, additional HOV lanes, and a BRT using the HOV lanes 
with station stops in the median of the freeway at overcrossings are among the alternatives 
eliminated from further consideration and discussion as described in Section 2.2.7 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. The reasons for dropping each of the alternatives considered are provided in Section 
2.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

The objective is to open the tolled Express Lanes with a HOV2+ occupancy free to encourage 
rideshare and transit usage. Operational adjustments to the tolled Express Lanes may be 
implemented based on demand, rates of speed, traffic volumes, and to meet financial covenants, 
maintenance and operational obligations.  Potential operational adjustments include, but are not 
limited to:  

• adjusting to HOV3+ free with HOV2s discounted tolls 
• adjusting to HOV3+ free with HOV2s full tolls  
• adjusting to tolling HOV2s on individual tolling segments such as direct connectors to or 

from other freeways 
• periodic adjustments of tolling rates to maintain operations on individual tolling segments 

For discussion of TDM, please see Response to Comment GF4-2. Comment GF4-9 

On July 6, 2012, the President signed into law P.L. 112-141, the Moving Ahead for Progress in 
the 21st Century Act (MAP-21). Prior to the passage of MAP-21, public authorities were required 
to execute a tolling agreement with FHWA prior to converting an HOV facility to an HOT lane 
under the terms of Section 129 of Title 23 of the U.S.C. Under MAP-21, such agreements will no 
longer be required. Lack of such approval does not render the alternative infeasible at the Draft 
EIR/EIS stage of the process.  

With respect to how the Express Lanes would terminate, Appendix P of the Draft EIR/EIS shows 
the layout plans for termination of the lanes. The management of traffic flow north and south of 
the limits of the Express Lanes is provided on page 3.1.6-96 of the Draft EIR/EIS where 
forecasts of the operational characteristics of the transition areas at the north and south termini of 
the Express Lanes are presented. More detailed information on operations in the transition areas 
is presented in the Traffic Study in Section 2.7.5, Express Lane Transition and Access Areas.  

The current RTP provides a vision of a regional Express Lane network of which the Express 
Lanes in Alternative 3 are a part, as described on page 3.1.6-96 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Comment GF4-10 

The project does not include concessions or subsidy programs for low-income or other 
disadvantaged individuals for use of the tolled Express Lane facility.  

The objective is to open the tolled Express Lanes with a HOV2+ occupancy free to encourage 
rideshare and transit usage. Operational adjustments to the tolled Express Lanes may be 
implemented based on demand, rates of speed, traffic volumes, and to meet financial covenants, 
maintenance and operational obligations.  Potential operational adjustments include, but are not 
limited to:  

• adjusting to HOV3+ free with HOV2s discounted tolls 
• adjusting to HOV3+ free with HOV2s full tolls  
• adjusting to tolling HOV2s on individual tolling segments such as direct connectors to or 

from other freeways 
• periodic adjustments of tolling rates to maintain operations on individual tolling segments 

However, the GP lanes remain available for all users unable or unwilling to pay the toll for the 
Express Lane facility. The I-10 and I-110 projects are similar toll lane projects in Los Angeles 
County, but they are operating as Demonstration Projects with federal grant money, do not 
involve substantial construction costs for capacity enhancement, and are not obligated to 
generate revenues to repay construction costs. It is anticipated that if Alternative 3 is identified as 
the preferred alternative, the project would incur obligations for bond repayment, and pricing 
would be determined at the time of funding.  

Additionally, the I-10 and I-110 projects are located within areas containing greater numbers of 
low-income populations compared to the I-405 project corridor. As shown in Table 3.1.4-2, only 
8.1 percent of individuals and 5.6 percent of families within the study area are living below the 
poverty level compared with 10.3 percent of individuals and 7 percent of families within Orange 
County and 17.9 percent of individuals and 14.4 percent of families in Los Angeles County 
living below the poverty level.   

Comment GF4-11 

Refer to Response to Comment GF4-9.  

Comment GF4-12 

There are no changes planned for the HOV lanes north and south of the project corridor as part 
of the proposed project. Forecasts of the operational characteristics of the transition areas at the 
termini of the Express Lanes are provided on page 3.1.6-96 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-GF-16 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

With respect to coordination with LACMTA and Caltrans District 7, see Common Response –
Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and the 
City of Long Beach. 

Comment GF4-13 

The project does not include concessions or subsidy programs for low-income or other 
disadvantaged individuals for use of the tolled Express Lanes facility. Please see Response to 
Comment GF4-10. 

Comment GF4-14 

Section 1.2.2.6, Air Quality Improvements has been modified to remove reference that the 
project is a TCM in the AQMP.  However, Section 1.2.2.7 has been updated stating that the 
project is identified as a new TCM in Table III-2.3 of the 2015 FTIP. 

Comment GF4-15 

Please see response to Comment GF4-14. 

Comment GF4-16 

The purpose and need of the project is to reduce congestion and improve mobility and is met by 
all three of the build alternatives. All three build alternatives reduce congestion and improve 
mobility. Tables 3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS show generally 
lower v/c ratios for the build alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative. This indicates 
generally lower levels of congestion. By reducing congestion, the build alternatives all improve 
mobility, the ability of travelers to move through or along the corridor.  

With respect to the potential of TSM/TDM measures to address corridor deficiencies without 
capacity improvements, a qualitative analysis was used to conclude that TSM/TDM, by itself, is 
not sufficient to significantly reduce congestion and that additional capacity would be needed. 
Traffic growth expected in the corridor is on the order of 30 to 35 percent, as noted on page 1-9 
of the Draft EIR/EIS, which was qualitatively concluded to be beyond the potential of the 
TSM/TDM Alternative.  

Comment GF4-17 

As noted in Response to Comment GF4-16, a qualitative analysis was used to determine that the 
TSM/TDM Alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the project. Quantitative data on 
the individual components of the TSM/TDM Alternative will not be included in the Final 
EIR/EIS. The data regarding the extent to which the build alternatives reduce congestion in the 
corridor are provided in Tables 3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  
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Comment GF4-18 

Alternatives with both LRT and BRT are included in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 2.2.7, 
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Consideration. LRT was considered in four such 
alternatives, and BRT was considered in two such alternatives. For a graphic summary of those 
alternatives, see Figure 2-39 of the Draft EIR/EIS. For LRT or BRT projects to be successful, 
extensions to the north into Los Angeles County and to the south at least as far as John Wayne 
Airport would be essential. The proper means to plan and implement such projects would be 
through the regional transportation planning process, which does not currently include 
consideration of such facilities in either the RTP or FTIP. Section 2.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
explains each of the alternatives with BRT and LRT components and why the alternative was 
eliminated. Please see Common Response – Elimination of LRT and BRT Transit Alternatives. 

Comment GF4-19 

Consideration was given to the provision of additional transit options in the project corridor. 
These options are included in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 2.2.7, Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Consideration. None of these options was deemed by the PDT as appropriate to 
meet the needs of the corridor for the reasons cited in Section 2.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
those cited in Response to Comment GF4-18. Please see Common Response – Elimination of 
LRT and BRT Transit Alternatives. 
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